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in Parliament, when the laws are discussed, every
shade of opinion should find expression."1

M. de Laveleye reproduced the arguments of
M. Numa Droz in an article on the referendum
which appeared in the Revue Internationale, Feb-
ruary 10, 1887.2

M. Ernest Naville answered him in the following
month in the same review.3 According to that
eminent Genevan lawyer, the Swiss referendum, so
far from diminishing the importance of electoral
reform, is the indisputable proof of its necessity
and urgency. The rejection of a large number of
laws submitted to the people. proves that there is
a real divergency of opinion between the majority
of the electors and the majority of the elected. This
divergency, according to M. Naville, is only due to
a bad electoral system, which leaves large bodies of
electors without any representation.

" Proportional representation of all sections of the
electors will, as far as institutions can effect it, make
the majority of the representatives correspond to the
majority of the electors. When this result has been
brought about, the demand for a legislative plebiscite
will only be justified in exceptional circumstances,
and will become very rare."

As a matter of fact, M. Naville does not deny that
the referendum may correct the injustices and defects

1 Extract from an evidently incomplete report of M. Pedrazzini's
arguments which appeared in the ZuricJier Post of 21st June 1884.

y?he article by M. de Laveleye, first printed separately in Rome
by Forzani, has been incorporated in his later work, Le gouverne-
ment dans la democratic, vol. ii. ch. 4.

3 M. de Naville's article has been reprinted by the Representation
proportionnelle, April 1887.